4i4	HUSBAND AND WIFE
Foreign     No authority has been found which confirms that recognition
wTomu w^^ ke extendedto a decree of judicial separation granted in the
rcsp^t's country where the respondent is resident. All that can be said
residence ^s fa^t tke principle of reciprocity established by Trovers v.
Holley1 in cases of divorce should logically apply to judicial
separation.
Foreign The same remarks apply to a case where the foreign decree
decree in ^5 been based on a jurisdictional ground substantially similar
domiai'of to that specified in section 18 (i) (a) of the Matrimonial Causes
wifeAct, 1950.
Foreign     It is clear that extra-territorial recognition will not be given
™td«Softo a decree granted in a foreign country where the petitioner
petitioner alone is resident.2
l)./SUITS FOR RESTITUTION OF CONJUGAL
RIGHTS AND JACTITATION OF MARRIAGE
Restitution The principles applicable to a suit for restitution of conjugal
rights, which may be brought if either party deserts the other
without reasonable cause, are the same as those that govern a
suit for judicial separation.3 Jurisdiction is sufficiently founded
either by residence alone4 or by domicil alone.5 On the other
hand, the court refuses to entertain the suit if the respondent is
neither domiciled nor resident in England.6
jactitation A suit for jactitation of marriage, a rare proceeding, may be
of marriage brought against a person who persistently and falsely boasts
that he or she is married to the petitioner.7 The relief granted is
a decree of perpetual silence. It seems clear that the jurisdiction
of the court to grant this relief is sufficiently founded upon the
residence of the respondent in England.8
1	Supra, pp. 397-400.
2	Hughes v. Hughes (1958), Current'Law Tear Book, 1958, para. 502 (Judge
Rawlins sitting as a special commissioner); The Times, 5 June 1958.
3	Supra, pp. 411-12.
4	Thornton v. Thornton (1886), n PJX 176.
5	Dicks v. Dicks, [1899] P. 2-j^Batemanv. Bateman, [1901] P. 136; Perrin
v. Perrin, [1914] P- 135-
6	Telverton v. Yelverton (1859), i Sw. & Tr. 574; Ftrebrace v. Fire&race
(i 878), 4 PD. 63; De Gasquet James v. Duke ofMecklenburg-Schwerin, [1914]
7	Thompson v. Rourke, [1893] P. 70; Goldstone v. Goldstone (1922), 127 L.T.
32; Igra v. Igra, [1951] P. 404.
8	Westkke, p. 94; Schuck v. Schuck (1950), 66 T,L,R. (Pt. i), 1179.

